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Executive Summary 
 
The Central Yavapai County Transportation Study, dated October 1995, identified Central 
Yavapai County as one of the fastest growing areas in the state.  The study was conducted by 
Yavapai County in conjunction with Chino Valley, Prescott, Prescott Valley, Yavapai-Prescott 
Tribe, the Northern Arizona Council of Governments (NACOG), and ADOT.  The 1995 
transportation study was followed by the Central Yavapai County Transportation Study Update, 
dated December 1998.  This study was prepared in conjunction with Yavapai County, Prescott, 
Prescott Valley, Chino Valley, and Yavapai-Prescott Tribe.  In both studies, the Glassford Hill 
Road Extension was identified as a new regional four-lane “new or improved limited/controlled 
access road” that begins at the SR 89A/Glassford Hill Road intersection and continues north to 
the Road 5 South alignment, where it transitions to an east-west facility and terminates at SR 89.  
The study defined controlled access as high speed roadways with restricted access from 
properties and grade-separated interchanges.   
 
The 2006 CYMPO study recommended a future roadway network comprised of local and regional 
roads to meet the 2030 travel demands, which included “Glassford Hill Road Extension from 
State Route 89A to Outer Loop Road or other alignment to be determined.”  Based on future 
traffic projections, an ultimate six-lane facility was recommended.  In addition, the study states 
that “the Glassford Hill Road Extension from SR 89A to SR 89 to Williamson Valley Road 
provides the opportunity for a controlled access facility to offer some relief to SR 89 in the area” 
and therefore the plan reiterates that the roadway will be an access controlled facility. 
 
The existing major highways in the study area include SR 69, SR 89, and SR 89A.  Statewide 
and interstate travel to and from the area is served by I-17, which is roughly 32 miles east of the 
study area.  These routes connect Central Yavapai County to the rest of Arizona, and the state 
highways serve as main thoroughfares for the local communities.  The regional state routes are 
currently congested causing significant travel delays. 
 
The City of Prescott recently completed the Airport Area Transportation Plan, which evaluated a 
large study area surrounding the Prescott Airport that includes the recommended Glassford Hill 
Extension roadway corridor.  Updated traffic volume projections were developed based on 
potential build-out scenarios within the study area.  That study identified the future “No-Build” 
conditions if a new controlled access freeway is not implemented in this area.  The results of that 
analysis show that SR 89A and SR 89 will operate at level of service (LOS) E or F and the 
majority of the section line arterials within the study area will operate at LOS F. 
 
These studies have all identified a need for a new access controlled facility based on projected 
future travel demands.  In order to evaluate all potential locations on SR 89A for the beginning of 
the new access controlled facility, the study area for this Feasibility Study (refer to Figure E-1) 
has been broadened to also include what is referred to as the Great Western Road intersection 
with SR 89A (Old Hwy 89A).  This study evaluates the Great Western Corridor and develops 
alternative alignments, traffic interchange locations and configurations, typical roadway cross 
sections, and ultimate right of way needs.  The alternatives evaluation process includes an 
assessment of environmental, engineering, and property access criteria in order to develop a 
preferred corridor alignment. 
 
Many agency and private stakeholders were involved with the alternatives development and 
evaluation of the Great Western Corridor, including Yavapai County, Arizona Department of 
Transportation (ADOT), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Town of Prescott Valley, Town 
of Chino Valley, City of Prescott, Central Yavapai Metropolitan Planning Organization (CYMPO), 
US Fish & Wildlife Services (USFWS), Arizona Game & Fish Department (AGFD), Granite Dells 
Ranch Holdings, LLC, Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Deep Well Ranch, Cortez 
Enterprises, and Granite Dells Estates Properties, Inc.  
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Figure E-1 Study Area 
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Monthly progress meetings were held with the project stakeholders in order to provide updates on 
technical data, develop alternative alignments, develop evaluation criteria, and select the 
preferred alternative for the corridor.  The stakeholders, along with the project team, developed 
four alternative alignments for evaluation.  Two of these alignments begin at SR 89A and 
Glassford Hill Road, and two of the alignments begin at SR 89A and Great Western Road.  All 
alignment alternatives terminate at SR 89 and the future Road 5 South section line. 
 
In order to evaluate each corridor alignment alternative, a set of evaluation criteria was developed 
based on input from the stakeholders and the agency and public scoping meetings held for this 
project.  The evaluation categories included economic development, transportation systems, 
engineering considerations, environmental considerations, and construction and maintenance 
costs.  Each of these categories was then broken down into specific evaluation criteria.  The 
evaluation criteria represent specific issues that were of concern.  In order to evaluate the criteria 
for the alternatives, it was necessary to also include performance measures.  The performance 
measures are qualitative or quantitative measurements that can be made which apply to each 
criterion.  The evaluation criteria and performance measures were presented to the project 
stakeholders for review and concurrence. 
 
Based on the results of the evaluation criteria, consensus from the project stakeholders, and input 
received from the public at the alternatives presentation public meeting, a preferred corridor 
alignment was identified for further development.  The recommended mainline corridor alignment, 
referred to as Alternative 1, begins at SR 89A at Great Western Road and follows the section line 
north, turning west at the Road 5 South section line and terminating at SR 89.  This alignment is 
9.2 miles in total length and essentially parallels Granite Creek in the north-south direction.  The 
proximity to Granite Creek maintains large open spaces for pronghorn and other wildlife and 
maximizes the distance of the new roadway facility from the existing residential land uses near 
Viewpoint Drive.  This is one of the shortest alignment alternatives, which results in comparatively 
less land disturbance, right of way requirements, and construction costs.  The preferred corridor 
alignment is presented in Figure E-2. 
 
The Great Western Corridor is proposed to transition to Great Western Road arterial south of SR 
89A via ramps and frontage roads.  This provides a physical exit and entrance from the high 
speed facility to the local roadway facility that requires drivers to consciously reduce their driving 
speed.  Year 2030 traffic volumes show approximately 90,000 vpd within the first mile segment, 
which includes both local and regional traffic volumes.  The frontage roads will extend 
approximately two miles north of SR 89A and will separate local traffic from regional traffic to 
provide the needed capacity for regional traffic on the mainline system. 
 
The recommended cross section for the new Great Western access controlled roadway is an 
ultimate eight-lane highway section with a 76-foot open median.  This median width provides 
adequate separation between opposing travel lanes and will not require a median barrier.  It 
maintains the “rural character” preferred by the stakeholders and the public.  The section provides 
four 12-foot travel lanes in each direction and 12-foot inside and outside shoulders, per current 
ADOT design standards.  The minimum right of way width for this cross section is 400 feet.  The 
preferred cross section is presented in Figure E-3. 
 
Full access control is recommended along the Great Western corridor in accordance with ADOT 
and FHWA access control policy requirements.  Limited access control is also recommended 
along the frontage roads adjacent to the corridor with intersection access to the frontage road 
limited to ½-mile spacing on the section lines. 
 
Two local TI locations have been identified on the north-south segment of the corridor, and one 
local TI location has been identified on the east-west segment of the corridor.  These are included 
in the recommended concept presented in Figure E-2.  All local TI’s will be the responsibility of 
local developers to construct as traffic volumes warrant.  At the local TI’s, the access control on 
the crossroad shall be per the current ADOT access control policy requirements.  A minimum 
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spacing of ¼-mile is recommended from the crossroad and ramp intersection to the next adjacent 
intersection on the crossroad. 
 
On Great Western Road, south of SR 89A, it is recommended no intersections be allowed north 
of the proposed Dells Ranch Road, which is approximately 1,000 feet south of the local TI ramp 
intersection. 
 
Several configurations for system TI connections with Great Western at SR 89A, SR 89, and 
Chino Valley Extension were developed and evaluated.  Operational analyses for each alternative 
were performed based on the travel demand model forecasts presented in the City of Prescott’s 
Airport Area Transportation Plan (AATP).  However, the AATP travel demand model does not 
include the proposed Chino Valley Extension.  Therefore, the actual travel patterns along the 
regional roadway system may differ from the results of the model.  Preliminary concepts based on 
the year 2030 AATP model were developed and evaluated, with feasible concepts taken to a 15% 
design level.  No formal recommendations on the system TI configurations are recommended and 
further study will be required when an updated travel demand model is developed that includes all 
proposed regional roadways identified in CYMPO’s long range transportation plan. 
 
The recommended mainline corridor alignment will be implemented in phases as warranted by 
future development and traffic demands.  The first phase includes construction of the local SR 
89A/Great Western Road TI, which is recommended in the SR 89A DCR.  As development 
occurs north of SR 89A and warrants local access, it is recommended the frontage roads be 
constructed up to the first local TI section line.  The remaining phases include constructing the 
mainline in segments beginning and ending at adjacent TI’s.  Future phases will include 
construction of the system TI ramps at SR 89A and SR 89, for which final configurations will need 
to be developed with a future study.  The system TI at Chino Valley Extension will be constructed 
with the future Chino Valley Extension mainline project and is not included in the phasing for this 
project.  The recommended implementation phasing is presented in Figure E-4. 
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Figure E-2 Great Western Corridor Alignment 
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Figure E-3 Great Western Cross Section 


















































































































































































































